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 STATE OF CALTIFORNTA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

In the Matter of the Petitions of
Alameda County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District, William
Jamieson, Mr. and Mrs. Warren Harding
and Mrs, Kardinal for Review of
Order 73-9 of the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board, San
Francisco Bay Region

Order No. WQ 73~23

L e I I I P N S

' BY THE BOARD

E Alameda Countj'Flood Control and Water Conservation District,’
William Jamieson; Mr. and Mrs, Warren Harding and Mrs. Kardinai
(Petitioners), have submitted petitions to the'State‘Water Resources
Control Board (State Board), requesting review of Order No. 73-9
of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco
Bay_Region'(RegiOnal Board), which sets .discharge requirements for
a Class II-2 wasté'disposai site suitable to receive Group 2 and

Group 3 waste as requested by Kaiser Sand and Gravel Division of
Kaiser Industries, Inc. (Kaiser).

I. Background

Kaiser has operated a sand and gravel quarry at the Radum site
near_Pleasénton'for over 4O years. The operation has been under
quarry permits iséued by the County of Alameda. One of the conditions
for continuing operation is that.the company shdﬁl@ develop a reclama-~

~tion plan for the'quarries after the quarrying operation has ended,

Kaiser proposes to reclaim its Quarries by sanitary landfill

and on October 22,'1971, filed with the Regional Bodard a report of
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waste discharge”fof reclamation of existing and future depleted

sand and gravel pits at the Radum site. The original report has

been supplemented by several addenda and special reports, the

last dated October 24, 1972, which defines a proposal for a solid

waste disposal site for Groups 2 and 3 wastes. o ,

The Régional‘Board, after several hearings, édopted Waste
discharge requirements bj its Order 73-9 on Februafy 27, 1973.
The order iﬁ_cluded a finding that the disposal site meets the
requiréments of Title 23, California Administrative Code, for
classifiéation as a Class II-2 site_suitable to réceive Group 2

and Group 3'wastes.

IT, Site Characteristicé
The proposed solid waste disposal site is in Alameda County,
approximatély two miles northeast of the center of the City of

Pleasanton, and just outside the northeastern city'limit.

The proposed site covers a gross area of 775 acres, of which

- L)y acres are to be used for sanitary landfill accepting Group 2

and Group 3 solid wastes. The total capacity of’ the site is about
75 million cubic yards; thus; at the rate of 2,900 tons of refuse

per day, the site would be useful fdr'upwards of 50 years.

A. The Groundwater Basin

The site is in a groundwater recharge zone and extends

below the top of the existing and predicted future zone of

saturatidn. The underlyiné‘g}bundwater basin provides the
water supply for two iargé community water systems == the

City of Pleasanton and Valley Community Services District
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via the Aléméaa Cbunty Flood Control and water Conservation
District, Zone 7 system. It presently supplies about
50, 000 peoplé.in the City of Pleasanton and the

Dublin Area of the Valley Community Services District.

Wells for these sysﬁems are located within one mile of the
proposed disposal site and within the same groundwater sub-
basin. In addition, there are a number.of private domestic
water wells located within the same sub-basin and in close
prokimity of the site. Groundwater from the basin is also
used for irrigation purposes. Groundwater analyses frqm
nearby wells indicate tha£ a mixture of upper and lower
aquifers has a total dissolved solids content df'SOO_mg/l.
Groundwater in the lower aquifers in this area has less than

400 mg/1 total dissolved solids.

Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conéervation-District
is recharging the groundwater in the sub ject basin'with South -
Bay Aqueduét water through the Los Positas -turnout at Alﬁamont,
thence to the recharge pit located near the northeast corner of
the proposed project, and also into Arroyo Mocho above the Santa
Rita wells., The Arroyo Mocho borders the project on two sides,
The total groundwater storage capacity of this basin is 670, 000
acre-feet. The groundwater table in areas immediately adjacent
to the site is presently at a depth of from 75 to 90 feet. It
is anticipated that groundwater levels will rise due to present
gfoundwater basin recharge. -However;-the rate of rise and the .
ultimate level of water in the basin are difficult to anticipate.
Groundwater levels were within hO feet of the ground surface in

1940 and could rise to that or higher levels in the future,
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B. Seismic Characteristics

As is characteristic of the entire San Francisco Bay area,

~ the project site lies within a highly activevseismic region;
The three major known active faults in the Bay area are: the
San Andreas fault, located 30 mlles west of the Kaiser-Radum
site; the HayWard fault, located 10 mlles‘west of the site;

and the Calateras fault, located three milesfwest'of'the site.,

Two other faults in the wvicinity of the site are suspected

- as belng actlve faults. One of these is the nggs Canyon-
Greenv1lle fault (located nine miles northeast of the 51te),

- the other 1is the Pleasanton fault (located one mile west of -
the 31te), along which creep movements have been reported by
the.U. Se Geological Survey.

There is no evidence of any fault or fault traces traver-

sing the project site.

III. The Proposed Project

 In order to'preVent groundwater degradation or pollution,
Kaiser is proposinghto build clay barriers for pfevention of
lateral and vertical hydraulic continuity with surrounding ground—
waters and is proposing site management which will provide for:
(2) An inward hydraulic gradient during the active
life of the landfill; | |
(b)':Ultimate collection, withdrawal‘and‘treatment
of leachates; .

(c) Venting of gases generated within the landfill;




, - (d) Recirculation of leachate to accelerate

stabilization of the fill material.

The refuse ﬁaterial ‘brought to the site is:te be placed inla
series of adJacent cells averaging about 20 acres in size. Kaiser
proposes site preparatlon which will include removal of all sand
‘and gravel to expose the underlying natural clay;‘installation of

- clay seal where.required, construction of clay barriers against the
faces of the pit walls, and construction of.underdreinage andlsumps
for the collection and removal of leachate. An inward hydrostetic_
gradient would besmaintained by removal of leachete and any water
entering the cells, According to Kaiser, this inﬁafd gradienﬁ would
insure that only‘ihsignificant flow of leachateuih@o the groundwater
basin would occur (see pages 39 and 40,.EMDON_AssOCiates Report
Dated October 8, l97l). |

.A Ciass II'eiassificationjpermits the»disposal of Groups 2
and 3 wastes., Gréup 2 includes: municipal wastes (garbage, rubbish,
mixed refuse, streeﬁ refuse, decomposable demolition matefial, de~
composabie consﬁruction wastes, sewage treatment:reSidue, water
treatment residue, manufactured rubber products and septic tank
pumpings); agriculfural wastes (stalks, vihes, prunings; manures
and waste llvestock ‘feed); industrial wastes (lumber and wood pro-
ducts, grease from meat and poultry packing, tallow productlon and
poultry hatcherles, from productlon of beer, wine and spirits, from

fruit and vegetable packing, miscellaneous metals and metal products

except magnesium and its alloys and salts, and paint sludge) ~
[Title 23, Cal. Adm. Code, Sec. 2521].
Group 3 wastes“consist entirely of nonwater-soluble, nonde-

composable inert solids [Title 23, Cal. Adm.‘Code, Sec., 2522].
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Contentions of Petitioners

A. Unnecessary and Unreasonable Risk of Degradatlon to a

Slgnlflcant Groundwater Resource

_Petlthners Jamieson and Alameda CountyeFiood Control and
Water ConServation District contend, in essence, that the
Regional Board is allowing an unreasonable rlsk to the ground—
water by the adoption of the requlrements since they would
permlt the posslblllty ‘of degradation or contamlnatlon of a
groundwaterdbasin used for domestic and irfigation purnoses |
by a signifieant number 6f people, particulariy when satis-

factory alternetives for solid waste disposal are available,

B. The Board's Decision is Inconsistent with Title 23, Cali-

fornia Administrative Code

 Petitioners Mrs. Harding, et al., contend that the proposed
dispoeal‘eife;will not meet the requirements'of Title 23, Cali-
fornia Administrative Code, Section 2511(d) specifying that the
emplacement of Group 2 wastes should be aboVe the nighest antici-

pated elevation of the capillary fringe.

C. Provisions for Prevention of Toxic Waste Disposal are

Inadequate

Petitioners Mrs., Harding, et al., contend that the Regional
Board has adopted wholly inadequate provisions for-independent’
inspection.by public officials to ensure thaﬁ the prohibition of

the dumping. of toxic wastes contalned in its Order 73-9 is obeyed
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A. The Potential for Project Failure

Tnformation provided both by Kaiser and by oppdnenté of
the pquéctiindicates a number of-possiblé typés of project
failures'wﬁiéh could adversely affect groundwate?_quality.
These iﬁclude the foliowing: outward diffusion of leachate,

loss of site ihtegrityAdue to earthquake,'flooding,

discontinuance or failure of the maintenance program proposed

by Kaiser, or abandonment or failure of drainage maintenance

during the active life of the projebt.

The main criticisms of the proposed projéctlinvolve two
of the above risks: seismic effects on'the”éléy barrier
and questionable reliability of‘thevlong—term, extensive
maintenance prbgram proposed by Kaiser. Each of these'fisks

is discussed in more detail below.

(1)  Seismic Effects on the Clay Barrier -

Woodward and Lundéren, Associates, consulténts for
Kaiser, analyzed the proposed project in light of its
seismic sfability. In summary, their conclusions_were
as follows: |

ka) tinder certain éonditions (pit full,

* total fill unit weight o£.65 pef or
greater) the clay barrierIShould.per—
form-satisfactorily; - | _

(b) for other conditions (pit_full, total
£ill unit weight of 45 pcf and water

table 4O feet below ground surface;



or pit partially full; or:water'tabiés
lower than 4O feet below‘surfaée) poten—
tial problems are indicéted by the _
analysis., However, Woodward and Lundgren
express the opinioh thét'"praCtical design
and construction controls or modifications
can be incorporated which should result in

satisfactory performance;"_

Copper and Clark, consultants for opponents of the
project,_prepared a critique of the Woodward and Lundgren
“work., LCbbper/Clark's poéition is summarized on page'il
of.their November 24, l972,-report and their overail judg-
ment is succinctiy presented on pages 26 and 27 of the
transcript of proceedings before the Regional Board dated

November 28, 1972,

Cooper/Clark maintain that the results of the Woodward
study were based largely on assumptions which may or may
not be Valid. Cooper/Clark agree that controls and modifi-
cations might be incorporated in the designvand construction
procedure“such that satisfactory performahce of the site
during seismic disturbances could be attained (see pages 26
and 27 of the November 28 transcript). However, at present,ﬁw

according to Cooper/Clark, substantial questions reméin as to;

the stability and integrity of the proposed disposal site,
both during sanitary fill placement and after completion or

abandonment of the project. : . ' .
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(2) Reliébilitv of the Proposed Maintenance Program

At the rate of 2,900 tons of refuse per day, the
estimated useful life of the site in quesﬁion for solid
waste disposal is about 50 yearss However, its potential
for degrading or polluting of-grdundwaters by leachates
generaﬁedlby the disposed refuse is expebtéd to exist for
about 1,000 years. Prevention:of degfadation or pollution
depehds bn'complete separation between the contents of the

landfili and the surrounding groundwater at all times.

.This separation is supposed to be achieved by.the low

permeability of clay barriers to be constructed around
each refuse cell as well as by extensive_épérations on
the site which include continuous pumping of leachate,
mainténanée of site drainage, and leachéte treatment and
disposal., Continuous groﬁndwater and site monitoring will
be required for the 1,000 year active life of the disposal
site., It is questionable whether the discharger can pro- }
vide such an extensive and intensive maintenance and /
monitoring‘program.' ]
Foreseéabie Damage from Ergjegﬁ Failure |

Although prediction of the potential for project failure,

as dlscussed in Section A, above, is a dlfflcult task, predic-

tion of the damage which would result from pr03ect failure is

less difficult. _ o
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At present, 50 000 people use the groundwater bas1n in

question for domestic and agrlcultural purposes and it can be

'antlclpated that this. number w1ll increase in the future.

The interim Water Quality Control Plan-for San Francisco
Bay Basin specifies that no controllable water quality factor
shall degrade the groundwater quality. It is recognized that
only:very 1imited mixing of non-diffused discharges to an
aquifer with the groundwater.occurs. Due to this characteristic -
of ‘groundwater systems, dilution with receiving water cannot bed.
relied.upon-to produce acceptable water quality when a point

source discharge of pollutants occurs.

The same'properties which result in minimal dilution in
groundwater systems cause a delay in detection of groundwater
pollution so that a pollutional source may operate for many
years before a problem is discovered in the groundwater basin.
After pollutlon or degradation of an aquifer or groundwater
basin occurs, the effects may remain for very long perlods.

To remove existing groundwater pollution is very-dlfflcult and
may not be feasible.
Groundwater basins provide ideal storage reservoirs for water

Supplies and must, therefore, be considered not only for their
beneficial use as a water supply source, but also as potential
reservoirs to store “imported-water-as-is—the-case—of the-ground=

water basin surrounding the proposed disposal site.

10



Ce Provisioﬁs of Title 22, California Adminisfrative Code

Title 23, California Administrative Code;_Section 2511,
which deals with Class II disposal sites, reads in part as
follows: | |

"Class II disposal sites are those at which protec-
tion is provided to water quality from Group 2 and -
Group 3 wastes, :

* % *

"Class IT-2 sites are those having vertical and lateral
hydraulic. continuity with usable groundwater but for
which geological and hydraulic features such as soil
type, artificial barriers, depth to groundwater, and
‘other factors will assure protection of the quality

of usable groundwater underneath or adjacent to the
site. ‘

"The following criteria must be met to qualify a site
as Class II: : -

"(c) Gases and leachate emanating from waste in the
site shall not unreasonably affect groundwater during
the active life of the site. . : '

"(d) Subsurface flow into the site and the depth at
which water soluble materials are placed shall be con-—
trolled during construction and operation of the site
to minimize leachate production and assure that the
Group 2 waste material will be above the highest anti-
cipated elevation of the capillary fringe of the
groundwater. Discharge from the site shall be subject
to waste discharge requirements,”

Section 25h0 of Title 23 provides for a waiver of the approval
and classificétion of disposal sites or typés_of sites where it
can be shown that the operation in qﬁeStion."will not unreasonably
affect water quality because of the type of Wgspé'and disposal

operation,"”

11



VI.

Thus, it_would have beeh-permissible for_the Regional BoArd
to approve the Kaiser proposal in spite_of-the_fact that
Group 2 wastes are to bé placed”below the higheét énticipated
elevation of the capillary fringe of the'groundwatér if'the
proposed provisions for separatién of’the léachate from the
groundwaterﬂand for maintenance of that separation were
adequate., However, the site as proposed to‘bé operated by
Kaiser is notﬁadequate as a Class II-2 site iﬁ light of the
potential fdr seismic distufbances,,the projected l,OOO-yeér
active lifé of the project and the damage which could be
suffered as a result of ?roject faiiUre.

D, Contentlon that the Prov151ons for Prevention of Tox1c
Waste Dlsposal are Inadequate

' The specifications and provisions of the waste discharge

requirements_issued by the Regional Board forbid disposal of-

toxic (Group 1) wastes at the site.

Absoluté_eXclusion of all tox1c materlal is practlcally

impossible since small quantities are likely to be mixed in

with Group 2 wastes.

Conclusions

A. Taking into account the potential for failure of the clay
barrier during seismic disturbances under the present project
design (Finding A(1l), above), the questionable reliability

of the proposed maintenance and monitoring program over the 1,000

year active life of the project (Finding A(2), above), the

12
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lpossibie damage-to an important groundwater fesourcé from
project failurc (Finding B, above), énd che constituents

of leachate from Group 2 dlsposal operatlons, we conclude
 that the Reglonal Board's action in 1ssu1ng waste dlscharge
requirements which permit the disposal of Group 2 wastes
below the highest-anticipatedcelevation of the capillary
'fringe of the_groundwatef was inappropricte and improper.
Although the Regional Board is permitted to waive the
provisions of Title 23, Section 2511(d) under certain circum&
Stances,.the'instant case is not appropriate for such a - |
waiver.

.B; Provisions taken by the Regional Board for the exclusion

of toxic wastes from the Kaiser site are adequate.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED as follows:

1. The discharge of Group 2 wastescbélow the highest
anticipated elevation of the capillary fringc of the groundwater
is prohibited.,

| 2. Those portioné of Order No. 73=9 of the Regional
Board prescribing requirements for the discharge referred to in

the preceding paragraph are set aside.

3. The State Board.will, by further order after notice

to all interested parties, amend Order No, 73~9 as ceSsary;tocA

13



prescribe such requirements as may be appropriéte'and proper for

the discharge of Group 2 wastes above the highest énticipated

elevation of the capillary fringe of the-groundwﬁter.'

Dated: October L, 1973 | - | . |
. ,/s,/‘ W, YAL._Ad.am.s ' .

W. W. Adams, Chairman

/s/ Ronald B. Rohie

Ronald B. Robie, Vice Chairman

/s/ Roy B, Dodson

Roy E. Dodson, Member

/S,LMILS.._Cax:l_H.._A.u,e.p

Mrs. Carl H. (JeanflAuer, Vember

ﬁ. DQn.ﬁEughan, Member

1l
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IN THE SUPEBIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ALAMEDA

. v

KAISER SAVD & GRAVEL DIVISION
OF. KAISER INDUSTRIES CORPORATION

. Petitioner, . o
- No. 442606

vs. . .
' PEREMPTORY WRIT OF MANDATE

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL
BOARD,

Respondent .

et e et Ml A el S s

The People of tme State of California _
To STATE‘WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD, Respondent:

Judgment hav1ng been entered in this action, orderlng
that a peremptory writ of mandate be 1ssued from this Court,

RESPOVDENT STATE WAT“R RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD IS
HEREBY'CQMMANDED immediately pn receipt of this writ to:

.- Set aside its Order No.lWé_73—2§;_

' b. Either (1) adopt the Order of the Regional Board

No. 73- 9 or (2) reopen the proceedlng to pernlt all-interested

partles to submit further ev1dence and arvurent'

c. In the event respondent determines.to reopen the

proceedlng rather than adopt the Regional Board's Order, reSpond—
ent may at its option elect to hear such ev1dence and argument or

remand the proceedlng to its Reglonal Agency for such purpose,_

//'
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d. Thereafter proceed
its action in the light of this

conclusions of law, and to take

enjoiﬁed dbon it by law.

SEP 101374 |

as prescribed by law, reconsiderin
Court'é fihdings of ‘fact and

ény further action specially

)bi é Bha

vases
ot *o,

By

R Clérk

» Deputy Clerk

Judge o%;;h Superior Court




Statevwatef Resources Control Board '
October 17, 1974 Meeting

On September 6, 197k, a,judge.of the Superior Court,issﬁed:'

a Peremptory Writfof Mandate in the caSe_of'KaiSér_Sand and

Gravel v. State Water Resources Control Board. The writ

‘directed ‘the Board to set aside its Order No. WQ 73223

and to either (1) adopt thé order of the Regional Board 

or (2) reopen the proceeding and allbw-alllintefestéd
parties to submit further evidénce and érguﬁent. _The-)
staff and_qqnsultants are working'tpwardéAa reopening

of the proceeding. However, to comply with the order

of the Court we must set aside Order No. wQ 73—23.

- Therefore, I hereby move that State Board Order No. WQ 73-23

be repealed.

Motioned: Mrs. Carl H. (Jean) Auer

2

Consented: Ronald B. Robie,lw;'Don Maughan, Roy E. Dodson

Absent: W. W. Adams, Chairman.



‘ STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

In the Matter’of the Petitions of
-Alameda County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District, William
Jamieson, Mr. and Mrs. Warren Harding

Order No. WQ 734é3
and Mrs. Kardinal for Review of ' '

Nt e oV o et eV e

Order .73-9 of the California Regional . ,{. 2
- Water Quality Control Board, San - [ 0/'. L
Francisco Bay Region J’qJ’fﬁ °
M ‘QO‘

BY THE BOARD ' N

Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation Dlstrlct,
William Jamieson, Mr. and Mrs. Warren Harding and Mrs, Kardlnal
(Petlt;oners), have submltted petitions to the State Water Resources
Control Board~ (State Board), requesting review 'of Order No. 73-9
| of the California Regional Water Quallty Control Board, San Fran01sco
| Bay Reglon (Regional Board), whlch sets dlscharge requlrements for
a Class II~2 waste dlsposal 31te suitable to receive Group 2 and -

Group 3 waste as requested by Kalser Sand -and’ Gravel Division of
Kaiser Industries, Inc. (Kaiser). '

I. /_Bagkground

Kaiser has operated a sand énd'gravel quarry at the Radum site
near Pleasanton for'over'ho.yeafs. The operation has been under
quarry permits. issued by the County of Alameda. One of the conditions
for cohtinuing operation is that the company should develop a reclama-

tion plan for the quarries after the quarrying operation has ended.

Kaiser proposes to reclaim its quarries by sanitary landfill

and on October 22, 1971, filed with the Regional Board a report of
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waste discharge for reclamation of.existing-and future depleted
sand and gravel pits at the Radum site. The original reéport has

been supplemented by several addenda and special'réports, ‘the

~last dated October, 24, 1972, which deflnes a proposal for a SOlld

waste dlsposal site. for Groups 2 and 3 wastes,

—

The Regional Board, after several hearlngs, adopted waste
dlscharge requlrements by 1ts Order 73-9 on February 27, 1973.
The order included a finding that the disposal site meets the

requirements of Title 23, California Administrative Code, for

“classification as a Class II-2 site suitable to receive Group 2

and Group 3 wastes.

IT. Site Characterisgigs

The proposed solid waste disposal site is in Alameda County,

' approximately two miles northeast of the center of the Clty of

Pleasanton, and Just outside the northeastern city limit..

The proposed site covers a gross area of 775 acres, of which

'444 acres are to be used for sanitary landfill accepting Group 2

and Group 3 solid wastes. The total capacity)of the site is about
75 million cubic yards; thus, at the rate of 2,900 tons of refuse

per day, the site would be useful for upwards of 50 years.

A. The Groundwater Basin

The site is in a groundwater recharge zone and extends

Y —

below. the top of the existing and predicted future zone of

saturation. The underlying groundwater basin provides the
water supply for two large community water systems —-- the

City of Pleasanton and Valley Community Services District
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via the ‘Alateda County Flood Control and Water Conservation

b

] i
in the City of Pleasanton and the

R

Wells for these systems are located within one mile of the

proposed disposal site and within the same groundwater sub—

AN

basin. In addition, there are a number of private domestic

water wells located within the same sub~basin and in close

proximity of the site. Groundwatér from the basin is also o

A

used for irrigation purposes. Groundwater analysesvfrom
nearby wells indicate that a mixture‘of'upper and loﬁb;
aquifers has a total dissolved solids content of 500 mg/l.

Groundwater in the lower aquifers in this area has less tha#

400 mg/1 total dissolved solids.

Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation Distriét
is recharging the groundwater in the subject basin with South
Bay Aqueduct water through the Los Positas turnout at Altamont,
thence to the recharge pit located near the northeast'corner of
the ?roposed project, and also into Arroyo Mocho above the Santa
Rita wells; The Arroyo Mocho borders the project on two sides.
The total groundwater stérage capacity of this basin is 670,000
acre-feet. The groundwater table in areas immediately adjacenﬁ

to the site is presently at a depth of from 75 to 90 feet. - It

s will rise due to present
grouhdwater basin recharge. However, the rate of rise and the
ultimate level of water in the basin are difficuit to anticipate.
Groundwater leVels were within 4O feet 6f the ground surface in

1940 and could rise to that or higher levels in the future.



(As is characterlstlc of the entire San Fran01sco Bay area,
the progect s1te lies w1th1n a hlghly actlve Seismic reglon. |
The three maJor known actlve faults in the Bay area are: the
San Andreas fault, located 30 mlles West of  the Kalser—Radum
s1te"the Hayward fault, located lO miles west of the s1te°

and the Calaveras fault, located three miles west of the site,

Two other faults in the vicinity of the site are suspected
as belng actlve faults. One of these is the nggs Canyon;
Greenville fault (located nine mlles northeast of the site);
the other is the. Pleasanton fault (located one mlle west of
the s1te), along Whlch creep movements have been reported by

.the U. S. Geological Survey.

There is no evidence of any fault or fault traces traver-

sing the project site, -

-III. Ihe Proposed Project

In order to prevent groundwater degradatlon or pollutlon,
‘Kaiser is propos1ng to build clay barriers.for preventlon of
lateral and vertical hydraulic continuity with surrounding:ground—

waters and is proposing site managementwhich will provide for:

(a) An inward hydraulic gradient during the active

life of the landfill;

- - (b) Ultimate collection, withdrawal and ‘treatment

of leachates;

(c) Venting of gases generated within the landfill;
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(d) Récirculation of leachate to accelerate

stabilization of the fill material.

The réfuse'material brought to the site is to be placed in a
series df adjécent cells averaging abpu# 20 acres in size. Kaiser
proposes site preparatioh whiph will include/removal of all sand
and'gravel to expose the underlying'natural clay,‘installation of
clay seal where required, constructioh of.clay barriefs against the

faces of the pit walls, and construction of underdralnage and sumps-

.for the collectlon and removal of leachate. An inward hydrostatic

gradient would be maintained by removal of leachate and any water

entering the cells., According to Kalser, this 1nward gradient would
insure that only insignificant flow of leachate 1n§o the groundwater
basin would occur (gee pages 39 and 40, EMCON Associates Report

Dated October 8, 1971).

A Class II classification permits the dlsposal of Groups 2

and 3 wastes. Group 2 includes: munlclpal wastes (garbage, rubblsh

mixed refuse, street refuse, decomposable demolltlon material, de-

composable construction wastes, sewage treatment residue, water
treatment residue, manufactured rubber products and septic tank
pumpings); agricﬁltural wastes (stalks, vines, prunings, manures
and waste livestock feed); industrial wastes (lumber and wood pro-

ducts, grease from meat and poultry packing, tallow production and

'poultry hatcheries, from production of beer, wine and spirits, from

fruit and vegetable packing, miscellaneous metals and metal products

except magnesium and its alloys and salts, and palnt sludge)

[Title 23, Cal. Adm. Code, Sec. 2521].

Group 3 wastes consist entirely of nonwater-soluble, nonde-—

composable inert solids [Title 23, Cal. Adm. Code, Sec. 2522].
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Contentions of Petitioners

A, TUnnecessary and Unreasonable'Risk of Degradation to a
Significant Groundwater Resource

Petitioners Jamieson and Alameda County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District contend in essence, that the |
Regional Board is allOWing an unreasonable risk to the ground-
Water.by the adoption of the requirements since they would
permit the possibility of degradation or contamination of a
groundwater basin used for domestic and irrigation*purposes
by<a significant number of people, particularly when_satis—

factory alternatives for solid waste disposal are available.

B. The Board's Decision is Inconsistent with Title 23, Cali-

fornia Administrative Code

Petitioners Mrs. Harding, et al., contend that the proposed

disposal site will not meet the requirements of Title 23, Cali~

fornia Administrative Code, Section 2511(d) specifying that the

emplacement of.Group 2 wastes should be above the highest antici-

pated elevation of the capillary fringe.

C. Provisions for Prevention of Toxic Waste Disposal are

Inadequate

Petitioners Mrs. Harding, et al., contend that the Regional
Board has adopted wholly inadequate provisions for independent

inspection by public officials to ensure that the prohibition of

the dumping oﬂitQXiciwastes contained in its Order 73-9 is obeyed,
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Findings .
Ao Th-e Poteg;;'g; for _Erg' je("t‘ Failure

Information provided both by Kaiser and by opponents of

the project indicates a number of p0851b1e types of prOJect

'fallures which could adversely affect groundwater quallty.

{
These include the follow1ng outward diffusion of leachate,

loss of site integrity due to earthquake, floodlng,'

_dlscontlnuance or fallure of" the malntenance program proposed

by Kaiser, or abandonment or failure of dralnage malntenanoe

durlng the active life of the-progect.

‘'The main criticisms of the proposed project 1nvolve two
of the above risks: seismic effects on the clay barrler

and questionable reliability of the long-term, extensive

maintenance program proposed by Kaiser. Each of these risks |

~is discussed in more detail below.

(1)  Sedsmic FEffects on the Clay Bareier
Woodward and Lundgren, Associates, consultants for
Kaiser, analyzed the proposed project in light of its
seismic stability. In summary, their conclusions were
as follows: |
(a) wunder certain conditions (pit full,
total f£ill unit weight of 65 pecf or

greater) the clay barrier should per-

formsatisfactorilyy —
(b) for other conditions (pit full, total
£ill unit weight of A5 pcf and water

table LO feet below.ground surface;



or pit partially-full; or water tables
lower than ho'feet below surface) poten—
‘tial problems are indicated by the
analysis. However,'Woodward'and Lundgren
express the opinion that'"practicalldesign
‘and construction oontrols or modifications
can be incorporated which should result in’

satisfactory performance."

- Cooper and Clark, consultants for opponents of the
project, prepared a crlthue of the Woodward and Lundgren
work. Cooper/Clark's:p031t10n is summarized on page 11
of their November 24, l972,-report and their overall judg-—
ment is succinctly presented on pages 26 and 27 of the
transcript of proceedings before: the Regional Board dated

November 28, 1972,

Cooper/Clark maintain that the results of the Woodward
study tere based largely on assumptions which may or may
not be valid; Cooper/Clark«agree that controls and modifi-
cations might be incorporated in the design and construction |
procedure such that satisfactory performance of.the site
during seismic disturbances could be attained (see pages 26
and 27 of the November 28 transcrlpt) However, at present,

.accordlng to Cooper/Clark, substantlal questions rematn—as—to—

the stablllty and 1ntegr1ty of the proposed dlsposal s1te,
both during sanitary fill placement and after completlon or

abandonment of the project.
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(2)

At the rate of 2,900 tons of refuse per day, the
estimated useful life of the'site in question for solid
waste disposal iS'about 50 years. However, its potential'
for degrading or polluting of groundwaters by leachates
generated by the disposed refuse is expected to exist for
about 1,000 years. Prevention of degradation or pollution
depends on complete separation between the contents of%&pe
landfill and the surrounding groundwater at all times:
This separation is supposed to be achieved by the low
permeability of clay barriers to be constructed around
each refuse cell as well as by/exten81ve operations on

the site which include continuous pumping of leachate,-

maintenance of site drainage, and leachate treatment and
disposal. Continuous groundwater and site monitoring will
be required for the 1,000 year active life of the disposal
site. Tt is questionable whether the discharger can pro-

vide such an extensive and intensive maintenance and

monitoring program.

B.

as discussed in Section A, above, is a difficult task,

tion of the damage which would result from progect failure is

‘ less~diffioult. S | ' /
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The interim'Water Qﬁality Control Plan for San i

Bay Basin specifies that no controllable water qual

) shall degrade the groundwater quality. It is recogn
only_ﬁery limited mixing of non-diffused discharges to
equifer with the groundwafer occurs. Due to this chara
of grouhdwater systems, dilution with receiving water
relied upon to produce acceptéble'water quality‘wﬁenf

source discharge of pollutants occurs.
. \ ’

The same properties which result in minimal dilutio

years before a problem is discovered in the groundwaterﬂbas
£
After pollution or degradatlon of an aqulfer or groundwate

=$“f; basin occurs, the effects may remain for.very long periods. jméﬂd a
To remove existing groundwater pollutlon is very dlfflcult and

may not be fea81ble.

water basin surroundlng_the proposed disposal siteg

10



Ce

Title 23, Célifornia Administrative Code, Section

which deals with Class II disposal sites, reads in'p

follows:

"Class IT disposal sites are those at which brote
tion is provided to water quality from Group 2 and
_ Group 3 wastes. =~ - o :

a;'l . Co% * *

4  "Class IT~-2 sites are those having vertical and L

. hydraulic continuity with usable groundwater but

<y, which geological and hydraulic features such as sof
type, rartificial barriers, depth to groundwater, ang
other’ factors will assure protection of the quality
of usgble groundwater underneath or adjacent to the
sdte, o L o

"The following criteria nust be met to :qualifyh ¢
ag {lass II: -0 MR
®* %% o
Gases and leachate emanating from waste in the .

._ _shall not unreagenably. affect emoundwater during .

[ the active life of the site.. \ R
Ta v 1 . . . A S Xw e -~ . _r,w,,wai?_ww«*rw. . e e -r‘xsa?p-w-ywﬂ bt e e ,
"W  Subsurface flow into the site and the depth at

fiich water soluble materials are placed shall be con=
trolled during construction and operation of the site
to minimize leachate.production and assure that the ..
Group 2 waste material will be above the highestjan
cipated elevation of the capillary fringe of thei
groundwater. 'Discharge from the site shall be gub
to waste discharge requirements." ; T

Section 2540 of Title 23 provides for a waiver .o
and classification of dispo%gl sites or types of‘é%
can be shown that the operation in question "wjlfhnng

affect water qua

operation." o o ' R

_of waste and_di
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i

Thus, it would have been permissible for the Regional Board

to approve the Kaiser proposal in spite of the fact that

Group 2 Wastes'are to be placed below the highest anticipated

elevation of the capillary'fringe of the groundwater'if the

' proposed provisions for separation of the leachate from the

groundwater and for maintenance of that separation were
adequate. However, the site as proposed to be operated by

Kaiser is not'adequate as a Class IT-2 site in light of the

potential for seismic disturbances, the projected 1,000 year

active life of the project and the damage which could be

suffered as a result of project failure.

D. Contention that the Provisions for Prevention of Toxic
Waste Disposal are Inadequate

The specifications and provisions of the waste discharge
requirements issued by the Regional Board forbid disposal of
toxic (Group 1) wastes at the site. |

Absolute exclusion of all toxic material is practically
impossible since small quantities are likely to be mixed in

with Group 2 wastes.

‘Conclugiggg

A. Taking into account the potential for failure of the clay

barrier during seismic disturbances under the present project

design (Finding A(1), above), the questionable reliability

of the proposed maintenance and monitoring program over the 1,000

year active life of the project (Finding A(2), above), the

12



project fallure (Flndlng B, above), -and:
of leachate from Group 2 dlsposal operatlons, we conclude'

that'the Regiqnal Board's action in issuing waste disch @ge

requlrements which permit the dlsposal of Group 2 wastes
below the highest antlclpated elevation of the caplllary
fringe of the groundwater was 1nappropr1ate and 1mproper.

Although the Reglonal Board is permltted to waive the

provisions of Title 23, Sectlon 2511(d) under certain 01rcé
stances, the instant case is not appropriate for such a
‘walver. |

B. Provisions taken by the Regional Board for the exc

of toxic.wastes from the Kaiser site are adequate.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED as follows:
.l."The-discharge of Group 2 wastes beiow the hig
anticipated elevation of the capillary fringe of the groundwa
is prohibited.
2. Those portions of Order No. 73=9 of the Regional
Board prescrlblng requirements for the dlscharge referred to in
the preceding paragraph are set a31de.

3, The State Board will, by further order after notice

to all interested parties, amend Order No. 73~9 as necessary to

13



prescribe such requiréments'as may be appropriate and proper for

the discharge of Group 2 wastes above the highést anticipated

‘élevation of the capillary fringe of the groundwater.

Dated: October hy 1973 - N
_ , o
| év(w) (/2’ ) /rd'zf/ /Z'Z{ o 77-"2»‘..;

W. W, Adams, Chairman

Ronald B. Roble, Vice Chairman

. Don Maughan(” lember
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